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Sir: 

In accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F,R. § 41.41, Appellant respectfijlly submits 
this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated May 14, 2007. Entry of this Reply 
Brief is respectfully requested. 
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STATy^QFqj[,AWg 



Claims 1-19 are pending and are thie basis of this Appeal. 



Claims 1-19 stand rejected. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A. Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Masao (JP 59045738) in view of Thompson (U.S. 3,699,479). 

iB* Claims 2 and 3 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Masao, Thompson and Roehe (US 4,138,596). 

C. Claim 4 stm6s rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Masao, Thompson, Roche and Sainomoto (US 2001/0054109 Al). 

D. Claims 5 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.SC § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Masao, Thompson and Boros (US 4,095,165). 

E. Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Masao, Thompson and Fairbaim (US 4, 1 81 ,850). 

F. Ciaims 8-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Masao, Thompson and Sato (US 4,087*627). 

G. Claims 1 1-15 stand rejected under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Masao, Thompson and Gomm (US 5,650J61). 

H. Claims 16-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Masao, Thompson, Kuttrufr(US2002/00 80864 Al) and Eckstein (US 
2001/0040507 Al). 
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Appellant stands by tlae arguments pissented in the January 10, 2007 Appeal Brief. 
Additionally, Appellant provides tiae following rfeniarks in response to the Examiner's Answer, 
dated May 14,2007. 

Qn pages 12-14 of tiie Exwniner's Answer, the Examiner has provided a response to the 
a-guments presented in the Appeal Brief regarding claim 1. In the response beginning on page 
12 and ending on page 1 3, line 3, however, the Examiner has basically reiterated the Abstract of 
Masao. Therefore, Appellant respectfuliy submits that the arguments, already presented on page 
1 1 to page 12 , line 6 of the Appeal Brief, stand as valid and unrebutted. 

Furthermorei on page 12 of the Appeal Brief, Appellant provided additional arguments in 
response to the October 19, 2006 Advisory Action. In particular, Appellant submitted that evm 
if it is assumed arguendo that the RD signal is used to determine the second final value, the RD 
signal is only sent to the shift register SFT2 and the UDCNT. Values from these two elements 
appear to be compared at the comparison circuit CMP (figure of Abstract). Appellant therefore 
noted that there is no teaching or suggestion that the UDCNT value of transmission signal SD is 
compared with the value of the UDCNT of the receiving data RD. 

In response to the above, the Examiner again refers to the teachings of the Abstract of 
Masao and also refers to the "Puipose" of Masao, which discloses a detection of even numbers 
of bit errors of total bits transferred. Appellant submits that the broad disclosure of detection of 
even numbers of bit errors fails to teach or suggest the specific recitations of claim 1 and, further, 
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that Abstract of Masao fails to teach that CKo-CKm (alleged first final value of count) is 
compared with a count of the receiving data signal !RD. 

The Examiner appears to acknowledge tha.t Masao lacks the above teaching regarding the 
alleged first final value. In particular, on page 14 of tiie Exaniiner's Answer, the Examiner now 
maintains , "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to compare the set information CBCo-CK™ {i.e. first final value of the count) 
ttansmitted tq the receiving side with the second final count value of the receiving data RD at a 
comparison circuit CMP." Appellant submits that Masao Mis to suggest such a modification 
and, based on the description provided in the Abstract and the representative figtire, there is no 
reason provided why one skilled in the art woidd so modify the reference in the nwmer now 
maintained by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer. Rather, as set forth above and in the 
Appeal Brief, the RD signal is sent only to the shift register SFT2 and the UDCNT. Values ftonii 
;fliese two elements appear to be compared at the comparison circuit CMP (figure of Abstract). 
There is no teaching of, ^d likewise no plai^ible reason presented^ as to why Masao would have 
been fiarther modified to have the UDCNT value of the transmission signal SD compared with 
the vdue of the UDCNT of the receiving data RD, The disclosed processing of Ihe RD signal 
appe^s to preclude such a comparison. 

In view of the above, Appellant maintains tiie position set forth in the Appeal Brief with 
regard to claim 1 and all remaining claims of the Application. 
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CONCLUSION 

For flie above reasons as well as the reasons set forth m Appeal Brief, Appellant 

respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejections of all claims on Appeal. 
An early and favorable decision on the merits of this Appeal is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully subniitted, 



SUGHRUEMIOHPLLC 
Telephone: (202)293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 




Regista-ationNo. 48,294 



WASHINGTON OmCE 



23373 



Date: May 25, 2007 
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